
November 1,2005 11:08 AM 

Senator Richard Lugar 
U.S. Senate 
306 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a mouth of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely,. 

Beverly Kelsey 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, . . _  , ,  . I  . . .> > 

" . . .. 
. .  , . :- 

, .  
. .  . .  

, :  



Senator Judd Gregg 
US. Senate 
393 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Gregg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me; 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. S!lifting thefunding bivden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers m e 4  my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Jay Lambert , I .  < . .  

The Federa1.Comunications.C ..e,: 8 : '  ' '  , '.! 
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November 1,2005 1L43 AM 

Senator Daniel lnouye 
USSenate 
75'2 Ha* Senate OIfice Budding 
Washington, Dc 20510-ooo1 

Subject RsFederal-State Joint Boardon Universal Service CC Dacket 96-45 

Deaz Senator Inouye: 

I haw serious concerns regardding the Federal Communications Commiwiona'(FCC) p i t i o n  to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection methad to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends family and ne@&% 
willbe negatively impactedhy theunhirchangepropcedby theFCC. 

As you bow. USF is currently collected on a rewnue basis. People who we more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that syatemtoaflat fee,that meansthat.omeonewhousesonethousandminuteaamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhouresre~ominuteaof longdistancea month. Constituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-lumelongdistanceuaelqliLestudenta.prepaidwireleasusers,senio~citirensandlow- 
income xesidential and mral consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-lume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
hahly  detrimental effect on small businesses all acr- America 
TheKeepUSFFairCdition,of which1amamembel;keepomeinformedahouttheUSFissuewithmonthly newlettersandup 
to date information on their webite. induding linka to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companiestor~r,or"pdMalong"thesefees totheircustomelqthereality is thatthey do. ~ a ~ o ~ ~ m e ~ l ~ d l i k e e n * u ~ e l  
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCgosotoanumbers tmed,my sewicewillrostmore. Andaccording totheCoalitionhrecent 
meetingswith tapKCofficiaL. theFCChasplans tochange toaflat feesystemwonandwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~developmentsontheissueandcontinuetosp~~dthewo~dtomycommunity. Irequest y o u p d ~  
alongmyconcernstotheFCConmybehalf,letting themknowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisproportionately affect thmein your 
constituency. 

~nkyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookforwaidtoh~ngabout yourpi t ionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel S. Genegabuas . ,  

The Federal Cornmunicetipa Commirsiqn , . .  
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I JAN - 4 2006 I 

November l, 2005 114  AM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
US. Senate 
112Hari SenateOfficeBuilding 
Washington, DC 20510-ooO1 

SUbjfft:R~Fede~alalStateJoint Boardon UnivemalServiceCCDket 96-45 

D e a r  Senator Boxer: 

Ihaveseriow concerns regaxding theFederalCommunicationsGmmissions'~C)position tochange theUniversal Service 
Fuund(USF)mUection method toamonthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituenb, including me,my friends. family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfair change proposed by theFCC 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue Lis. People who use more pay  more into the system If the FCC changes 
thatsystemtoaflat fee,that means thatsomeonewhousesonethowandminutesamonthoflongdistance,pays themme 
mount int~the(uadasaomeonewhouaesrerominutesoI longdiatanceamonth. Conatituentawhousetheirlimitedresourceo 
wiaely shouldnot bepanalizedfordoingso. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcawemany low-volumelongdistanceusers,li~etudent~prepaidwirelesausera,seniorcitirenr~dlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordsble monthly incream on their hills Shifting 
the funding burden of theUSF from kghvoluma tolow-volume umm is radical aadunnaeasary. In addition, it would have a 

hiably detrimental effect on small buaine- all acr- America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichIamamember,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFiasuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to date information on their weboite, including l i n h  to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "w along" these fees to their customen, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amcbargedfatrly. IftheFCCgoes toanumberstaxedmq aeruicewillcwtmore. Andamdingto theCoalition'srecent 
meetingswith topFCCofficiala, theFCChasplans tochange toe  flat feeagatemsaonandwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinuetospreadthewordtomy community. I z e c p e t  youpbss 
alongmyconcematotheFCConmy behaltletting themknowhowaflatfeetaxfoulddiap~oporiionately affect thogein your 
mnstituency. 

~ n k y o u f o ~ ~ ~ r c o n t i n u ~ ~ r k a n d I l a o k f o ~ a ~ d  to hearing about yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 



_ - -  

I I I JAN -4 2006 I 5924 Claremont Ave. 
Oakland, CA 9461 8 

Kevin J. Martin, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. sw 
Washington, DC, 20554 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Please drop plans to change the USF from collection on a usage basis to a flat fee. 
Citizens who save money by limiting their phone calls should not be penalized for doing 
so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones because of unaffordable increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden 
of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 

It is no defense to say that the law doesn't require phone companies to pass the charges 
on; they do so, regardless. Making those who use less pay for the calls of high-use 
customers is blatantly unfair. 

Sincerely, 

Maxine Heiliger 



December 1,2005 10:20 AM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US .  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

J Draper 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Representative Jim Mccrerq 
US.House of Representatives 
2lMRayburn HouseOfficeBuilding 
Washington, D$,20515-0001 

SubjectRe:Federal-State Joint &don UnivenalServiceCCDocket 96-45 

Dear Representative McCrery: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commisrions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Senice 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly Oat fee. U a n y  of your constituents, including me, my friendq family and nei&bon. 
willbe negatively impacted by theunfairchange proposed by theFCC. 

Asyouimow,USFiscunentlycollectedonarevenuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that aystemtoaflat fee, that mwnsthataomeonewhousesonethouMndminuteaamonthof 1ongdistance.paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhouaealrerominutesof long distanceamonth Constituentswhouse their limited msources 
wisely should not be penalired for doing so, 

Aflat  fee taxcouldcausemany low-mlumelong distanceusers,likestudents,p~epaidwi~elessuse~s,seaiol!citi.ensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
thefundingburdenof theUSFf~om~hmlumetolow-volumeuserJisI.edicslandunn-~y. Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
highly  detrimental effect on small busiaeates all acrm America 
TheKeepUSFFairCaalition,of whichIamamember,keeprmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newlettersandup 
todateinformationon thei~website,includinglinks toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federal lawd-not require 
companies tor-r,or"paasalong"thesefees totheir-tomers, thereality isthatthey d a  ksaconsumerIwauldlikeensu,eI 
amchargedfairlq. IftheFCCg-toanumben taxedmyrervicewillcwtmore. Andaccordingto theGalition'srecent 
meetingawith topFCC officials, theFCC has plans tochange toa flat fee system smn and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomoaitordevelopmentson theiasueandcontinuetosp~eadthewordtomy community. lrequest youpaas 
along my concerns to theFCCon my behalf.1etti.g them knowhowaflatfee taxcoulddisp2.oportionately affect thoae in your 
constituency. 

ThankyouforyourmntinuedwolrkandIimkfonvardtohearingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

J. Raymond Greer 

cc 
The Federal Communications Commission 



JAN -4 2006 

Russell Baer I, 
155 Nemasket St., New F3-W 1 

November 1,2005 11:25 AM 

Senator Edward Kennedy 
U.S. Senate 
3 15 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kennedy: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair cbange proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users IS radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Russell Baer 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



November 1,2005 10:59 AM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
U.S. Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

'1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constihlents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly Lecorcbick-Kirsch 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Kelvin Park I r r w R M  I 
7723NorthSheridanRoad ,-w 

November l, 2005 11:43 AM 

Representative Jam %owsky 
US. House of Repreaentatives 
1027 Longworth House Office Building 
Washingt0n.E 205l5-oo01 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Reprsentative Schakouaky: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commission; (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)collection method toamonthlg flat fee, Many of your constituentkindudingme,my friends,family andneighhors. 
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change propxed by the FCC. 

Asyo~know,USFiacunentlycollectedonarevenuebasis. Peqdswhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If therCCchanges 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that means that~meonewhousesonethousandminutwamonthoflongdista~ce,pays thesame 
amount into the fundas someonewho uaea rem minutes of long diatancea month. Constituents who use their limited rwouzcTe8 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelongdiatanceuaera,likestudentsprepaidwirelesswra,aeniorciti~en~andlow- 
income zwidential and rural consumera. to give up their phones due to un.&ord.de monthly incr- on their hills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usem is radical and unnecesrary. In addition, it would have a 

highly detrimental effect on small businems all across America. 
TheKeepUSFFaiirCcalition,of whichIam amember, keeps me idormedabout theUSFismewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinloormationon theirwebsite,includinglinlcatoFCCidormation. Whiletamawarethat federallawdoesnot require 
companies to recover, or ”pass along” these f- to their customem the r d i t y  is that they do. A. a consumer I -Id like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanumbers taxedmy servicewillmstmore. Andaccordingto theCoalitionbrezent 
meetingswithtopFCCofficiela, theFCChaaplanstochangetoaflatfeesyatemawnandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinuetospreedthewordtomymmmunity. Irequest youpass 
along my concerns totheFCConmybehalf,letting themknowhowaflat feetaxcoulddiaproportionately affect thasein your 
constituency. 

TbanksouforyourcontinuedworkandIlwkfonuardtohearingaboutyourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely. 

Kelvin Parks 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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1417 N Meridian St. , Brazil, IN 47834-1032 

November 1,2005 11:06AM 

Senator Evan Bayh 
US. Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bayh 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carl Nickey 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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I RECEIVED & INSPECTED I 

, 
ckndia Neelg 
3475 Summer Breeze Lane, Indianapolis, IN 46239 

November/ZCW ll:47AM 

Representative Dan Burton 
US. Houseof Representatives 
7l85 Rayhum House Office Building 
Washington. LK 209l5-oo01 

Subjfft: Re: Federal-State Joint Beard on U n i v e d  Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Burton: 

I have seriow concerns reearding the Federal Communications Commissions' (KC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)collectioa methcd toamonthly flat fee. Many of your constituents,includia me, my friends family andne+r+ 
willbenegatively impacted by theunfairchange propxed by theKC. 

&youhow,USFisc~nent ly  collectedonarevenuehasis. Peoplewhowemorepay moreintothesystem. If t heKCchangm 
that systemtoaflat fee, that meanathatsomeonewhouseaonethousandminutmamonthof longdistance,paystheMme 
amount into thefundasMlmeonewhousmrerominutesof longdistancea month. Colwtituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be p n a l i d  for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxmuldcausemany low~mlumelongdistanceuselqlikestudenb,prepaidwireles,users,seaeniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and mral consumers, to give up their phones due to unstfordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from h q h  mlume to low-volume users is radical and unn-zy. In addition. it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small buaineses all am- America 
TheKeepUSFFairCmlition,of whichIamamember,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todate information on their webite, including links to K C  information. While I amaware that federal law does not require 
companiestoI.aovel;or"pamalong'thesefses totheircuatomers,theredity is that they do. Aseconaumerlwouldlikeenru~el 
am charged fairly. If the K C  goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the L l i t i on ' s  recent 
meetingswithtopKCofficialls, theKChasplanstochangetoaflat feeayrtemsmnandwithoutlegislation 

IwiUmntinuetomonitordevelopmentaontheissueandcontinueto~r~dthewordtomycommunity. Irequest youpam 
along my concerns to the FCCon my behalf, letting them know howa flat fee taxcould disproprtionately affect t h a  in your 
conatihency. 

Ths.kgouforyouicontinuedwoikand1 lookforward toheaiing about yourp i t i on  on this matter. 

Siecerely, 

Claudia Neely 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Mary Frances Wolski 

November 1,2005 11 :05 AM 

Senator Evan Bayh 
U S .  Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

e 

Dear Senator Bayh 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would hdve a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does n'at require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC oficials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Mary Frances Wolski 

FCC - MAILROOM 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Cominission 



. PECEMo & INSPECTED I 

1642 Walnut Hills Dr , Harrison, TN 37341-9776 

November 30,2005 11:22 PM 

Senator Bill Frist 
U S .  Senate 
509 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-000 1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Frist: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Brenda Smith 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Nwe&rl,2005 ll:%AM 

Senator John Warner 
USSenate 
'225 Russell Senate Mice Building 
W ~ h i n g t o n , K ~ l O - ~ l  

SubjeckRsFederal-State Joint h d  o n U n i v d S e n r i c e C C  Docket %-45 

Dear Senator Warner: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commission; (FCC) position to change the Universal Sewivice 

Fund(USF)collectionmethcd toamonthly flat fee. Many of y o u z c o ~ ~ t i t u e n t a , i n c l u d i n g m e , m y f r i e ~ ~ f a m i l y a ~ d n e ~ ~ ~  
willbenegatively impaded by t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p r o d  by theFCC. 

Asyouknw,USFiscunently collcctedonarevenueb. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchangea 
thatsystemtoaflat fee,that meansthatsommnewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof longdistanapaysthesame 
amount into the fund as someonewhouses zero minutes of long distancea month Constituents whouse their limited resources 
wisely Aould not be penalired for doing so. 

Afht  fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdistanceusera,likestudenta,p~e~dwireleMusers,seniorcitilenrandlow- 
inmme residential and rural consumers, to giye up their phone. due to unaffordable monthly increases on their b ib .  Shifting 
the fundingburdenof theUSFfromhighwlumetolow-wlumeuseFJis~adicalanduan-ssa~. Inaddition,itwouldbavea 
h&y detrimental effect on small busineMes all am- America. 
TheKaepUSFFai~Gdition,ofwhichlamamember, keep meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmontbly neunletteraandup 
todateinformationon tbeirwebsite,indudinglinLatoFCC~f~~matioll. Whilelamaware that federallawdoesnot requise 
comyxLniestorecover,or "passalong"thesefe~itotbeircuatomers,thereality is that they do. Aaaconsume?IwouldlilceensureI 
amchargedfairly. Il theFCCgoes t o a n u m b e r s t a d m y  servicewillmt more. Andaccording totheCoalition'sr-nt 
meetingswith topFCCofficials, theFCCharplans tochange toaflat feesystem soon and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinuetoapreadthewo~dtomycommunity. Irequest qoupass 
alongmy~oncern~totheFCConmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflatfeet~coulddisp~opo~ionately & s t  thosein your 
constituency. 

~ a ~ k y o u f o ~ y o u r c o n t i ~ u ~ w o ~ k a n d l l ~ k f ~ ~ a ~ d  to hearing about your position on thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

JaneWeavez 



November 30,2005 11:OO PM 

Senator George Allen 
US.  Senate 
204 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Sewice CC Docket 96-45 

, : : I  , .  , . I  . . .  , . .  , I , ;  Dear Senator Allen: 

*e serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

"ha& yon for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Shirley Mitchell 
, .  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



814 Winslow Court, Norton Shores, MI 49441 

November I ,  2005 10:45 AM 

Representative Pete Hoekstra 
US.  House of Representatives 
2234 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hoekstra: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Zarowitz 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



870 WilliamsStreet, 

November 1,2005 11:42 AM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
US. Senate 
511 Dirksen SenateOffice Building 
Washington, Dc 2051O-oOo1 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Boaid on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have seriousconcerns regarding theFederalCommunication~Commissions'(FCC)psition to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)collRtionmethodtoamonthly flat fee. Manydyoul.constituents,includingme,my friend%family andneighbors, 
willbenegatively impctedby theunfairchange proposed by theFCC. 

As you know,USFis~nentlymllectedonaI.evenuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepag moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that system toaflat fee,that meanathatsomeonewhouseoonethouMndminutesamonthof longdistance,payathesame 
amount into thefundaaaomeonewhowes2erominutesoflongdistanceamonth Constituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceuseis,likestudenb,p,epaidwi~elessuaeis,se~iorcitiEensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increaw on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-wlume usem is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
h&y detrimental effect on small busineases all across America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichIamame~~,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newalettersandup 
todateinformationon theirwebsite,indudinglinkr toFCCinformation. Whilelamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companies torecover,or"~along"thesefaes totheircwtomers, thereality isthatthey do. A3aconsumexIw0uldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCgoestoanumbentaxed,my servicewillcostmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'srecent 
meetings with topFCC off icials, theFCC has plans to change toaflat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Iwillcoatinuetomonito~developmentson theisrueandcontinue tospreadthewordtomy community. Irequest youpara 
along my concerns totheFCConmybekslf,lettingthem knowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisproportionately affwt thosein your 
constituencg 

Thank you for yourcontinuedwork and I lwkforward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Brown 

cc 
The Federal Communications Cornmimion 

I t  
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FCC - MAILROOM ..... .. I 

13008 Fork Rdl , Baldwin, MD 21013-9344 

November 1,2005 11:43 AM 

Senator Paul Serbanes 
US. Senate 
309Hart SenateOl l ie  Building 
Washiaton, DC 2051O-oOo1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint b a r d  on Universal Service CC L k e t  96-45 

Dear Senator Sarhnes: 

I haveseriousconcerns regarding theFederalCommunicationsComm~onr'(FCC)position tochange tbeUniversalSewice 
Fund(USF)collection method toamonthly flat fee.  Many of yourcoastituents,including me, my friends,family andneighbors, 
will benegatively impacted by theunfairchangepropasedd by theFCC. 

Asyouknow,USFiscunentlycollededonarevenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintotbesystem. 11 theKCchanges 
that rgstem toaflat fee,tbat meansthataomeonewhouse.onetbouMndminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the~ndassomeonewhouses.e~ominutesof long distanceamonth. Conatituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be penalired for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdistanceusers,likeatudents,prepaidwi~el~users,senio~citirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffoxdable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from k g h  volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small buainesaes all aaow America. 
TheKeepUSFFeirChlition,of whi~Iam. .me~r ,keepsmeinform~about  theUSFiPauewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformation on theirwebsite, including l i n k  toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federal lawdoesnot require 
companies to~~over,or"pasralong'thesefeestothei~custome~the~~ity isthat they do, Asaconsumerlwouldlikeensurel 
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And acmrdiding to the Coalition's r e n t  
m~tingswithtopFCCoffi=ials,theFCChdsplana tochangetoaflatfeeaystemsoonandwithout legialation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinue tospreadtheword tomy community. I request youpara 
alongmyconcernstotheFCConmy beha le t t i ng  them knowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisproportionately affect th-in your 
constituencq. 

~ n k  y o u f o r y ~ r c o ~ t i n u e d w o ~ k a n d l l ~ k f o - ~ r d  tohearingabout yourp i t ionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

William Rowan 

cc: 
The F e & d  Communications Commission 

, .  . '  , , 

. . .  . i,. , .  . 
. ,  .: I .., . ,  
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8261 SE 176th 

November 1,2005 1054 AM 

Senator Bill Nelson 
US .  Senate 
7 16 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Sen@ Nelson: 
*; 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF &om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lany Heinlein 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



.. 
November 1,2005 10:51 AM 

Representative Charles Boustany 
U.S. House of Representatives 
11 17 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Boustany: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Rabon Mayes 

. ,  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Elizabeth Brann 

November 1,2005 11:29 AM 

c 

RECEIVED & INSPECTED 

JAN -4 2006 
ml;:(:  ,' ',il , 

8 / , y 1 : , 1 , ,  

W/l j /) / ; , ,  

FCC - MAILROOM 

Senator Olympia Snowe 
US.  Senate 
154 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Snowe: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, It would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fomard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Brann 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission . .  

. .  ,. . 
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Joseph djw - MAILROOM I 
42484 Paulus Ridge Road, Woodsfield, OH 43793-9420 

November I ,  2005 1053 AM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
US. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. %le I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Joseph Majors 

The Federal Communications Commission 

< . :I,. 

~, . 



Senator Arlen Specter 
U S .  Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

November 1,2005 1039 AM 

q a r  Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fnends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fkom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Janis Blaskovich 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, 



Senator Sam Brownback 
USSenate 
303 Hart Senate office Building 
Wmhington,M)20310-OOOl 

SubjectRe:Federal-State Joint Boardon UniversalSerYiceCCDket 96-45 

Dear Senator Browback: 

I have =xiow concerns regarding theFederalCommunications Commissions’(FCC)position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)colletion method toamonthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituenta, including me, my friends family andneighbow 
willbenegatively impacted bq theunfairchangepropodhy theFCC 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who we more pay  more into the system. If the FCC changw 
that system toaflatfee,that m m m  that someonewhouaesonethouMndminuteaamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundassomeonewhowmre~ominutmof longdistancea month Gnstituentswhouae theirlimitedr-rces 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat feetaxcouldcawemany low-volumelong distanceusers,likestudenta,prepaidwireleesusera,seaio*citilensaodlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, togiveup theirpbonm due to unaflordable monthly i n c r m  on their bills. Shifting 
thefundiq  burdenof theUSFfrom~hvolumetolow-volumeusenis~adicalandunnffeaurry. Inaddition,it wouldhavee 
b h l y  detrimental effect on small husinearesall across America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichIamamemher,keepsmainfoormedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newlettersandup 
todate information pn th+irwebsite, including l i m b  toFCC information. While I amaware that federal law does not require 
companiestoI.ecovel;or”-along’thesefees totheircutomenthereality is that they do, Asaconsumel.IwouldlikeenrureI 
amchar&fairly. IftheFCCg-toanumbers t m . d m y  servicewillcost more. Andaccording totheCmlitionbrecent 
meetiegswithtoprCCofficials, therCChasplanstochangetoafktfeesystem-nandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinua tomonitordevelopmentsontheissueandcontinueto~~~dthewordtomycommunity. Irequmt you pdu 

along my conemi to t h e E C o n  my behalf.letting themknowhowa flat fee taxcou1ddispro)lortionately affect thosein your 
constituency. 

~~kgouforyou~continuedworkandIlookfo~a~dtohmringaboutyourpositiononthismatter. 

Sincerely, 

AlexaSaunders 

cc: 
TheFederal Communications Commission 
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